84	STAGES IN AN ACTION
rejected in toto, since it has proved to be a useful and justifiable
expedient for the solution of at least certain special questions.1
Cases to The conclusion, in fact, is that in general a reference made by
WaiCH« an English rule for the choice of law to a foreign legal system
is to the internal law, not to the private international law, of
the chosen system, but that this general principle is subject to
the following exceptions.
(i) Formal     First, grant of probate will not be denied to a will of mov-
iaUaiTdlw a^es on ^e ground of formal invalidity if the instrument is
ofb^uests formally valid according to the  private  international  law,
though not according to the internal law, of the governing
legal system.2 Also, where the essential validity of a will3 or the
intestate succession to movables4 is deterrninable by the law of
a foreign country, the view that would be taken of the matter
by the foreign judge, if he were seised of the case, must be
adopted.
(ii) Foreign     Secondly, a divorce recognized as valid by the private inter-
divorces natiOnal law, though not by the internal law, of the governing
system (lex causae) will be recognized as valid by an English
court.5
(Hi) Title Thirdly, where a question arises of the right to foreign
immovables, as in Ross v. Ross,6 the English court will ad-
minister the private international law of the country where the
immovables are situated, if it would be administered by a court
of the situs seised of the same question.7 This may be justified
on the ground that it promotes the security of title.8
Fourthly, if the English rule for the choice of law refers a
disputed title to movables to their lex situs at the time when the
alleged title was said to have been acquired, it is probable that
the court will apply the internal system of law that a court of
the situs would apply in the particular circumstances of the case.9
Fifthly, the implication of Taczanowska v. Taczanowski10
1	Falconbridge, 6 Panderbilt Law Review>, 708.
2	Collier v. Rivaz, supra, p. 73; Irere v. Frere, supra, p. 74.
3	In re Annesley, supra, p. 75; in re Ross, supra, p. 78.
4	In re CFKeefe, supra, p. 71.
5	Armitage v. A.-G., supra, p. 8r, and infra, p. 394.
6	Supra, p. 78,
7	In re Ross, supra, p. 7 8; In re Duke of Wellington, supra, p. 8 2; Re Schneider's
Estate, 96 N.r.S. (2d) 652 (Surr. Ct.  1950), discussed 4 LL.Q. 268-9;
6 Fanderbilt Law Review, 725 et seqq. See the American Restatement, S. 8.
8	Yntema, 35 Canadian Bar Review, 740.
9	Cp, Goetschius v, Brightman (1927), 245 N.Y. 186; infra, p. 394.
10 [T957] P. 3°i ? see also Hooperv, Hooper, [1959] i W.LvR. 102 j.

